toward Bryant  for the exercise of rights guaranteed and protected under
the  Act  and  that  but  for  this  animus Mr.  White  would  not  have discharged
Mr.   Bryant   for  refusing to  accept  a work assignment on March 7,   1980.

The operator claims   the work  stoppage was   inspired by a personal dislike
or resentment on the  part  of Mr.   Bryant toward   the maintenance foreman,
Delmar Tate.     The operator contends the claim that  the Julie car  incident
was  justified  by the exercise of rights guaranteed under  the Act  was a
pretext   for a concerted effort  to undermine Mr.   Tate's  supervisory authority
and   to  embarrass and  humiliate  him  in the eyes of the  other miners  and
members  of management.

I find  it  more  probable  than not that Mr.   Bryant's motive for the
work stoppage was,   in fact,  mixed,   and stemmed from  (1) his resentment
over  his  recent   transfer by Mr.   Tate  from the Mains  to  the  1 Right" Section,
(2)  his  ambition to be a  safety committeeman,  and   (3)  his desire  to
embarrass Mr.   Tate.     I conclude that while Mr.   Bryant's reporting the
absence of a  fire  extinguisher was  protected,  it  was  not grounds   for
prolonging  a work stoppage while Mr.   Tate was made  to  chase down a jack,
jackbar  and  safety glasses.

What  are  the operative facts and reasonable  Inferences that  support
these  findings?

The  Pilgrim Mine was a  two  section low coal mine.     Delmar Tate,  whom
we must view through the prism of others   perceptions,  was maintenance
foreman on the  third shift,   the  shift  to which Bryant was assigned on
June 1,   1979.     As maintenance  foreman on the  third  shift,  Tate had
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